Introduction
Schooling attainment and other choices made during adolescence reflect to some extent the conditions in which children are growing up (see Haveman and Wolfe, 1995 for the UK, and , for the UK, for recent reviews). Children from poorer backgrounds are generally observed to achieve lower outcomes later in life i.e. less schooling, more crime, higher risk of teenage pregnancy. However, the mechanism through which household income affects the child's outcomes is still unclear. This is a question of importance in order to adequately determine policies to reduce inequalities. Focusing on schooling achievement, two main theoretical strands can be distinguished.
First, as advocated by Becker and Tomes (1986) , poorer families are financially constrained which prevents them from investing in the human capital of their offspring. The effect of family income on child's attainment is direct, thus, policies of financial support could reduce the differences in achievement between children from different backgrounds.
Second, poorer parents may be endowed with characteristics that make them both less successful on the labour market and worse at parenting (Mayer, 1997) . Family background characteristics might also affect the motivation, access to career information or the discount rate of the child (Card, 1999) . Then, the usually observed income effect is an artifact due to the relationship between family income and some unobservable family characteristics. Therefore, direct support to the children, in the form of extra educational attention for example, would be more efficient than financial support at reducing inequality in schooling achievements.
Whether the income effect is causal, or merely reflects the correlation of income and some unobservable characteristics of the parents, remains unclear (see Mayer, 1997 , for a review). The controversy that ensued from the publication of the book entitled the `Bell Curve ' (Herrnstein and Murray, 1994) is an example of the recent debate on the efficiency of financial support at reducing educational inequality (see Heckman, 1995 or Goldberger and Manski, 1995 , for reviews and methodological criticisms). According to these authors, cognitive ability mainly determines success at school. The observed effect of income only reflects the correlation between ability and family wealth. As long-term improvement of cognitive ability is costly and `of limited scope' (Herrnstein and Murray), the authors conclude that public interventions using financial incentives to reduce educational inequalities are bound to fail. Heckman (1998, 1999) also support the idea that educational decisions do not stem from short-term financial constraints but have their origins in the long-term effects of family characteristics on ability/motivation and other unobserved characteristics (see also Taber, 2000 or Shea, 2000 for the US). 1 Harmon and Walker (2000) for the UK rely on schooling contingent income to identify income effect (child support), but find it has no effect on the probability of staying in post-compulsory education.
On the other hand, Rice (1987) for the UK and more recently Acemoglu and Pischke (2000) for the US, find that family income has a strong effect on the child participation in post-compulsory education. Acemoglu and Pischke (2000) use change in the income distribution over time and across states to identify the effect of family income on college enrolment and estimate an income elasticity of 0.14. Furthermore, Dynarski (1999 Dynarski ( , 2000 for the US, provide some evidence that financial support can be efficient and cost effective. Dynarski (1999) for example, relies on a natural experiment, the suppression of the Social Security Student Benefit Program, to estimate that a $1000 aid increases the probability of attending college by 4% for `poor' students. This would indicate that a policy of contingent financial support could be efficient at increasing post-compulsory education attendance.
Britain is characterized by a lower rate of post compulsory schooling than other European countries. In order to increase schooling, an education maintenance allowance (EMA) where 16-to 19-year olds would be given financial support to attend post-compulsory schooling if the family income falls below a threshold 2 is currently being piloted in the country, but this paper attempts at estimating first, the relative effect of parental characteristics and parental financial situation and then, the effect of financial transfers on the educational choice of children.
We use a model developed by Cameron and Heckman (1998) to distinguish between the direct and indirect effect of family income on schooling decisions.
More specifically, by simulating a financial support policy, we are able to maintain the observed and unobserved characteristics of the family constant, and to estimate the direct effect of financial transfers on schooling decisions. We assume that the parents' altruistic behaviour is not affected by the introduction of the benefit, i.e. parents keep on transferring to their children the same amount as before the introduction of the scheme, so that the allocation is a true increase in the education budget of the family. Our estimate is an over-estimate of the effect if parents reallocate towards themselves some of the money previously allocated to their children's education. Our estimate may therefore be substantially biased if this substitution effect is large.
To summarise our findings, as in previous studies, we find that pupils from poorer families are less likely to invest in education. A financial transfer would be effective if financial constraints dominate the family characteristic effects i.e. students from poorer background are financially constrained in their educational decision. We find that an education benefit would not lead to significant increase in schooling, which supports the view that the family characteristic effects dominate the financial constraint effects.
A Model of Education Decision
In this section, we review the basic model derived by Cameron and Heckman (1998) . The optimal level of schooling is defined in terms of costs and returns, where the cost, C(sz x), is defined to be convex in years of schooling and depends solely on time-invariant family or individual characteristics, x, and years of schooling, s. The discounted return to schooling, R(s ), is assumed to be a concave function of years of schooling independent of the individual characteristics. To ensure the existence of a unique optimal schooling level, the returns to zero years of schooling are assumed to be positive, whereas the costs are null. Formally, the assumptions are:
The optimal amount of schooling s* is then the unique solution to the maximization: max se{0,. . .,S}
R(s)± C(sz x)
We allow for the presence of unobserved heterogeneity, and assume that the cost function has the following functional form:
where w(x) is a function of family characteristics and the observed ability and « is a random variable accounting for the unobserved heterogeneity of each pupil. The heterogeneity may reflect differences in individual ability or any other unobserved characteristics, which accounts for unobserved variations of the cost of reaching a certain level of schooling. Without loss of generality, we further assume that:
The following system of inequalities guarantees that s* is the optimal level of schooling.
Thus, for each individual, at the optimal educational level, s*, the unobserved component of the cost function, «, is bounded
Assuming that « is continuously distributed, the probability of choosing s* years of schooling when growing up in a family with characteristics x is:
This model will take the familiar form of an ordered probit model 4 where w(x) = exp(-Xb) and
and assuming that ln(«) is normally distributed.
The ratio of marginal revenue over marginal cost can be calculated using the cutoff points deduced from the ordered probit estimation of the model.
where m j is the cut-off point defining the jth educational group i.e. Pr(s = j) = F(m j ± Xb) ± F(m j± 1 ± Xb), and Xb is measured at the average characteristics of the cohort. Everything else equal, in particular unobservable characteristics, pupils who invest least in education experience either a reward function with a lower than average growth or a cost function with a higher than average growth, or both. Since the returns function is assumed to be positive and concave while the cost function is assumed positive and convex (1) , the ratio of marginal return over marginal cost is decreasing in years of education and tends towards zero 5 .
Data
We use the National Child Development Study (NCDS) and the British Cohort Study (BCS). These two surveys were designed to observe the development of a cohort of children at different points in time. They also contain extensive information on schooling achievements and various ability measures and are therefore particularly appropriate for our analysis. Using two cohorts, we can also test the stability of our results. However, one of the drawbacks of these data sets concerns the quality of the income data. In particular, earnings are coded into a limited number of categories. In order to estimate the effect of a small change in paternal income, we attempt to transform this categorical earning variable into a continuous one using additional information extracted from the Family Expenditure Survey.
The NCDS is a continuous longitudinal survey of persons living in Great Britain who were born in the first week of March 1958. We use information collected when the respondents were aged 7, 11, 16 and 33. Respondents who are still in education at the last wave are dropped. The family background characteristics are collected when the child was 11. They include parental education, father's socio-economic group 6 , number of siblings, and dummies for the presence of natural parents and race. A dummy for whether the child was brought up in a council estate captures some neighbourhood effects. Father's earnings (in grouped category) were reported in 1974 when the child was 16; this measure is used as a proxy for family income. Information on a single year is only a crude proxy for the financial situation of the household as the child was growing up (see Wolfe et al., 1996 , for an exposition of this problem). However, it can be argued that this is the constraint faced by the adolescent while making his/her educational choice. Additionally, many interviews in 1974 were conducted during the `three-day week' 7 . It is unclear whether adjusted earnings were reported (Mickewright, 1986) thus the earnings variable is likely to be noisy. At age 7, all children's abilities in reading and mathematics were measured in a series of tests. As these tests were conducted at a young age, they are moderately affected by schooling already attained. These measures reflect not only the `natural ability' of the child, but also the support, material and emotional provided by the parents.
The design of the BCS is similar to the NCDS; all children born in Great Britain in the first week of April 1970 were surveyed. Children and parents were interviewed when the child was 5, 10, 16 and 26. We focus on respondents who had completed their education at age 26. Pupils who are still in some form of higher education are dropped (341 observations). Students share a similar family background, as measured by father's social class, compared to other respondents. However, they have higher test scores, therefore their exclusion from the sample might slightly bias our results. The family background variables are similar to those defined for the NCDS but they were collected when the child was 10. The main difference in the definition of the variables concerns the measure of ability and paternal income. For children observed in the BCS, family income and ability are measured at age 10, rather than, respectively, 16 and 7 in the NCDS. We rely on ability tests taken at age 10 as they are more similar to the NCDS tests, however, they may be correlated with early schooling achievement.
The data are summarized in Table 1 , by cohort and gender. As Scotland has a different educational system than England and Wales, children living in Scotland are dropped from this analysis. The number of years in education has increased by nearly one year for the younger cohort with the average school leaving age being nearly 18 years 8 . As the NCDS cohort was the first to experience a compulsory school leaving age of 16, this difference in educational achievement comes from a change in schooling decisions. As Figure 1 shows, among the younger cohort a smaller proportion left school at the earliest opportunity, 47% against 60% for the older cohort, and a larger proportion completed some form of higher education, . The exit rates of education in between, largely due to dropping out are left virtually unchanged.
In both cohorts, women receive more schooling than men, but the difference is never significant. Parental schooling also differs between the two cohorts, the difference being the largest for parents with more than 4 years of post-compulsory schooling (Tertiary education) 10 . In the NCDS, 4% of fathers have achieved this level; the corresponding figure in the BCS is 17%, a similar observation can be made about the mothers' education. The paternal income is reported in 1980 prices using the retail price index. The average family size dropped from an average of 3 children per family for the older cohort to 2.5 in the BCS.
Empirical Results
We wish to measure the economic determinants described in the model presented in Section 2 for the five education/leaving age groups we observe: left school at minimum age, left school at 17, 18, 19 or 20, and older than 20. For the ordered probit estimation, the categories are numbered from 1 for pupils who left education after their 20th birthday to 5 for those who left school at 16. The reasons for the reverse ordering are purely technical and are explained below. Part of our analysis is based on the evolution of the ratio of marginal revenue to marginal cost (see equation 6) which is computed from the cut-off values obtained form the ordered probit. Since we define five education groups, we generate four thresholds hence the ratio cannot be identified for one education group. As most pupils leave school at 16, we decided to compute the ratio of revenue over cost for school leavers rather than for typically university graduates, which explains our reverse ordering of the school leaving groups. Furthermore, as this ratio of marginal revenue over marginal cost is decreasing in years of education and converges towards zero, the ratio of marginal revenue over marginal cost is likely to be small for graduates.
Estimates of the determinants of school-leaving age are presented in Tables 2a  and 2b for women and for men. The parameters and mean marginal effects are reported in columns 1 and 3 for NCDS and BCS, respectively, with a specification that does not include ability measures. Due to the ordering of the dependent variable, a negative coefficient indicates a greater likelihood of transition. The results are consistent with the previous literature (among others Dearden, 1998 , using the NCDS data). Parental education, father's social class and belonging to a The regression also includes a set of dummies for paternal class, family structure, region of residence, the number of siblings in the household, race of child and neighbourhood effect (Council estates). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Bold characters indicate significance at 5% level.
racial minority 11 are positively correlated with more education whereas lower family income, number of siblings, and living in a council estate (not reproduced in the Tables) reduce the likelihood of transition to a higher grade. These results are similar for both genders and cohorts. For the older cohort, the paternal income effect is significant for pupils whose fathers' earnings are in the bottom of the distribution. For example, those whose fathers earn between £50 and £100 net per month (1980 prices) are 5% (4% for women) less likely to invest in postcompulsory education than pupils whose father earns between £150 and £200. For the younger cohort, pupils whose fathers are in the top earnings category are significantly more likely to stay longer in education than those whose father earns between £150 and £200. However, the differential in schooling achievement between children whose father earns more than £250 a week and children whose father earns between £50 and £100 has stayed rather similar over time 12 .
In a first attempt to differentiate between direct and indirect effect of paternal income, a measure of ability is included in the model since ability is a positive function of the unobserved characteristics of the family background. Columns 2 and 4 of Tables 2a and 2b report the estimated schooling determinants when accounting for the child ability. For each test, pupils in the lowest test quartile define the omitted category. As in using the NCDS, we find that early ability tests have a large positive effect on schooling achievement. The reading test appears to have a slightly stronger effect than the maths test on the probability of investing more in education. No substantial differences between boys and girls are observed.
Family characteristics, by affecting the development of the child (as measured by ability), have a significant effect on schooling attainment. However, family income remains over and above its effect on ability, a significant determinant of schooling. The inclusion of the test scores variables does not affect our previous conclusions concerning the remaining explanatory variables. Large differences in schooling attainment appear to be explained by the financial situation of the family.
We may now compare the educational determinants for the two cohorts. First, we calculate the marginal revenue-marginal cost ratio by gender and by cohort. The ratios are defined at each cut off value as the exponential of the cut-off value divided by the exponential of ± Xb, see (6). For comparison purposes, the marginal revenue-marginal cost ratio for pupils who left school at 17 is used as a base, and is set equal to unity. Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of the marginal revenue-marginal cost ratio between the two cohorts for females. The normalized ratios are similar between cohorts, indicating that schooling determinants have remained similar over time and are almost linearly decreasing in years of education. Pupils who quit school at the first opportunity have the highest relative return, whereas those who invest more in their own education see the marginal return of their investment reduced.
The stability of the determinants of education between the two cohorts may be tested more formally. To make the parameters (see Table 2a and Table 2b ) comparable between equations, we divide all of them by an estimate who has remained similar between the two cohorts (number of siblings) so that the ratios are independent of the scale parameter. The null hypothesis is that the coefficients are similar between cohorts. It can be shown that this test statistic is distributed as a x observed changes in the educational attainment between the two cohorts previously observed, the determinants of the school choice have remained stable over time. This result holds for both genders and with the inclusion of the ability measures.
Family income during childhood appears to have a major effect on the schooling decision. However, this income effect may be spurious as some characteristics of the family may jointly explain the poor financial situation and the educational decision of the children 15 . The scope for income support policies depends clearly on the relative magnitudes of financial constraints versus other family characteristics. Therefore, we model the effect of a financial transfer on schooling decision. This technique allows us to relax the financial constraints but maintain the family characteristics, thus capturing the pure effect of family income on the schooling decision. Fig. 2 . Ratio marginal revenue-marginal cost Note: The marginal revenue-marginal cost ratios presented are derived from the estimates based on the equations including ability for females. The exclusion of the ability measures does not change the general trend. The ratios for men follow a similar pattern.
The Effect of a Financial Transfer
An Educational Maintenance Allowance (EMA) is currently being piloted in 15 areas, it provides 16± 19 year-olds from poorer families (annual income lower than £13,000) with a financial allowance of £30 or £40 per week depending on the piloting area, if they remain in full-time education after year 11
16
.
The scheme is means-tested and the amount received declines linearly down to £0 for children from a family with an annual taxable income higher than £30,000. Children from families with taxable income greater than this threshold are not eligible for EMA. The amount of the EMA is not deducted from any other benefits that the family may receive and is therefore a real increase to the family income. The piloting areas are divided between area where the EMA is allocated to the pupil and others where the money goes to the mother. Additionally, bonuses are paid on performance to encourage educational effort and not only attendance.
To assess the potential effect of financial transfer on schooling decisions, we would like to estimate the effect of a simpler and more generous scheme ( + £30 a week for all pupils, given to the father) on the pupils from the 1970 cohort. The difficulty encountered is that the available data on paternal income for the cohort of interest (BCS, pay measured in 1980) are grouped. Hence we are faced with two solutions. Either we match this information with another survey, derive a continuous earnings variable and then implement the policy of income support. Or, as the mapping technique is rather cumbersome, we check the validity of our results with a much cruder method where we move each father into the above income category. This corresponds to an increase in earnings of £50 in 1980 (£122 in 1999 price) that is three times more than the piloted EMA.
We first present the mapping using data from the Family Expenditure Survey (FES). The FES is an annual survey of 10,000 households in the UK, which provides extensive information on earnings but none on children's education. We use the 1980 survey of the FES to map on to the earnings variable from the BCS 17 .
The model we present and estimate in the previous sections can be understood as a model where the endogenous latent variable, y*, is the part of the cost which is individual specific i.e. y* = ln(w(x)) + ln(«), see equation (2). We will assume that the correct specification is:
where x is a vector of observable family characteristics, z is a continuous variable in earnings, f(z) is some non-linear function of z that can be represented exactly by a polynomial of order q, and we have f(z) = za. The row vector z is such that the pth column in z is z p± 1 , for p « {1,2,. . .q}, and where a is the vector of parameters that defines the polynomial. The assumptions made above ensure that ln(« ) is distributed independently of x and z. Clearly, the observed schooling levels s are transformations of latent dependent variable y*; (see equation (4)).
We consider two samples. The FES sample (sample A) contains information about x and z, but no information about s. The BCS sample (sample B) is such that we observe s but we do not observe z. Instead, we observe for all observations whether z belongs to a given interval among a set of m disjoint intervals which cover the range of z, that is the information about z is summarized by a vector of m dummy variables. The vector x has to be identical between the two samples, thus we simplify our previous specification and keep only variables on mother's and father's education, number of siblings, parents' marital status as well as the regional dummies. The major disadvantage of this basic specification is that ability measures can no longer be included, as they are included only in one sample, thus we are likely to overestimate the income effect. Since we introduce five dummies to describe the father's pay distribution in the BCS, we fit a quartic polynomial in earnings 18 . The estimated polynomial function, (f (z)), is slightly decreasing in earnings (see Figure 3) . The difference between males and females is not statistically significant.
The estimated values of the schooling determinants are used to calculate the contribution to the cost function, which depends on family background: (w(x) = exp(± Xb)). Using the distribution of the costs, the cut-off values of the ordered probit are corrected so that at the mean cost, the probabilities defined are identical to the probabilities observed in the original sample (BCS). Using the corrected threshold values and the earnings polynomial, we define corrected values of the ratio of marginal revenue-marginal cost for men and women. The ratio for pupils leaving school at 17 is fixed at unity for comparison purposes. These ratios of the marginal revenue-marginal cost are represented in Figure 4 . The pattern is similar to the one observed without correction (see Figure 2) . Now that we have a continuous paternal earning variable, we can estimate the effect of our hypothetical policy. Adding £30 to the father weekly earnings and keeping the other family characteristics constant also gives us an idea of the relative effect of family characteristics and financial constraints on the decision to invest in Table 4 reports the probabilities of leaving school at a given age for men 19 . In the upper panel of Table 4 , the school leaving age probabilities are reported by cost decile (i.e. deciles of w(x) corrected for the introduction of the polynomial in earnings). Pupils with the highest educational cost (decile 1) have a probability of exiting education at the first opportunity of 87%. This probability of quitting school at compulsory schooling age is only 4% for children with the most favourable background.
We calculate the effect on the school leaving age distribution of an educational allowance that would affect all children irrespectively of their paternal pay and add £12.30 per week (equivalent of £30 in 1999) to all fathers' earnings. The results of this transfer on schooling decisions are reported in the right hand side of the upper panel of Table 4 . At all levels of the cost distribution, the effect of such an educational allowance on the school leaving age probability is marginal.
We replicate the calculations when grouping the population by paternal earnings decile, as a positive effect is more likely for poorer pupils. These results are presented in the lower panel of Table 4 . The variation in the school leaving age distribution by income decile is not as severe as with the cost-deciles; pupils from the poorest decile have a probability of 62% of leaving school at 16, whereas for the richest the probability is 30%. However, the effects of a financial transfer are again small, changing the probability of exiting after compulsory schooling by a few tenths of a percent. This indicates that children's schooling achievement is dominated by the effect of family characteristics. Paternal earnings have a statistically significant effect on the educational choice of children, but a financial transfer policy does not generate any economically significant changes. We finally test whether these results are robust. Going back to the BCS where the paternal earnings variable is discrete, we shift each individual to the above category (with the exception of the top group), this is equivalent to a £50 (in 1980 prices) transfer. This fictitious benefit is three times more important than the piloted one. For an annual cost of £3,600 per pupil, it will decrease the average probability of leaving school at 16 by 6% (from 52% to 46%) for males and 11% (from 44% to 33%) for females. Also, as stated previously, this could be an over-estimate of the effect of the education benefit, as it does not account for possible substitution effects. This latest projection confirms the limited impact that financial incentives have on the probability of staying on in post compulsory education. Unless large transfers of money are provided, family characteristics are likely to dominate financial constraints as a determinant of children educational choices.
Conclusion
It is commonly advocated that financial constraints prevent pupils from the poorer backgrounds investing in their own education. Previous research has shown the negative impact on educational attainment of being brought up in a poorer household. However, the effect of family income on the child's educational attainment is unclear, as it is related to other family characteristics that also affect the schooling decision. We propose a methodology that separates these effects, by holding constant the family characteristics while allowing for changes in income. Similarly to Harmon and Walker (2000) , we find that the effect of family income on a child's schooling attainment is rather limited and is dominated by the effect of other family characteristics, mostly the parental education 20 . It is worth pointing out that the current piloting may lead to different results as our study is based on an older cohort, when attendance to post-compulsory education was much lower, and our financial transfer goes to the father.
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A policy of financial transfers appears to be economically insignificant at increasing schooling achievement, and educational choices appear to mostly reflect family characteristics. It is therefore arguable that a policy of financial transfer would be the most effective at increasing post-compulsory education decision. Its effects may be too late for an adolescent to revise his/her human capital investment strategies. It would be of interest to compare the relative effectiveness of a financial transfer and other policies aiming to increase children's ability at an earlier age (e.g. STAR experiment, Head Start) or reducing disparities due to differences in family characteristics (e.g. enriching the information set of adolescents).
Notes
3. Note that the model is not observationally distinct from a model where the revenue function and the cost function have the following functional forms:
where h is some unobservable and c(x,h,« ) is any positive function of x, h and «. Indeed the expression for the probability of observing a given level of schooling does not change. The identification of the cost and return functions is thus impossible. 4. A large part of the Cameron and Heckman (1998) contribution studies the condition under which the model is non-parametrically identified. The data we use does not allow us to identify non-parametrically the distribution of the unobserved heterogeneity. 5. Another model of schooling decision for the UK could take the form of an ordered probit with only three categories: exit education at 16, 18 or 21 (see Figure 1 ). It can be argued that these three exit points are the ones where a schooling decision is made, the other exit points are mostly drop-outs. Such a model assumes that drop-outs are being failed by the system. However, we assume that a drop-out reflects the reconsideration of one's educational choice. 6. Hanusheck (1992) and Feinstein and Symons (1999) stress the importance of parental interest in the child's education (time spent with child) as a significant factor explaining schooling attainment. Parents from higher socio-economic groups tend to spend more time with their children either because they have fewer children or because they value education more than other parents. 7. In 1974, miners strikes led to power failures; a number of industries reacted by cutting their working week to three days. 8. We use years of education rather than qualifications (as in Blundell et al., 2000) since we are not interested in returns to education but in the effect of an EMA on educational investment, whatever this investment consists of. 9. These figures based on age left full-time education understate the education attained by the respondents, as a large proportion of pupils would have gone on to apprenticeship and other forms of part-time education. However, as the current EMA scheme is targeted at 16 year olds in full-time education, we believe that this is the variable of interest. 10. We use post-compulsory schooling as opposed to years of schooling since the minimum school leaving age was increased in 1948 from 14 to 15. The observed increase in education between the two generations of parents is therefore not picking up the effect of the change in minimum school leaving age but instead a real increase in the decision to invest in post-compulsory education. 11. The data used does not allow us to differentiate between the different ethnic minorities. On average, ethnic minorities have a greater likelihood to stay in education after compulsory schooling but variations between ethnic groups are important (see Leslie and Drinkwater, 1999) . 12. Marginal effects are estimated at the mean characteristics of each sample, therefore comparisons between samples are possible, only if the means are similar. 13. We also included interactions between paternal income and parental education; however, the interaction terms were not found to be significant. 14. We also included interactions between paternal income and parental education, however, the interaction terms were not found to be significant. 15. We also included interactions between paternal income and parental education, however, the interaction terms were not found to be significant. 16. To benefit from EMA, the pupil, one parent and an educational institution have to complete a learning agreement. Payment would be suspended as soon as the pupil breaks the agreement (truancy, exclusion). 17. The details concerning the mapping process can be obtained from the authors. 18. Exact details of the procedure is available from the authors upon request. 19. Results for females are similar and are not reproduced here.
20. The lack of significance of the paternal income for some regressions could be due to the colinearity of father's pay with father's education. This may have led us to underestimate the effect of father's income and therefore undermine the positive effect of a financial transfer. 21. Duflo (1999) provides evidence that males may be bad agent for their family.
